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v R VALUE ORIENT%?IONS OF A LOW—INCOME RURAL AUDIENCE

P . . ) . . .

o . : _ k: : ' Robert L Bruce
[ .

/ :
It 1s npt unusual for spec1al1sts and 1nstitut10ns to- dev1se what
K / -
’seem to them to be well—concelved ratlonal plans for the development of-

a low—1ncome aud1ence, only to rece1ve llttle pos1t1ve response from the .
Ve

o

cllent"-group The technology for change may be ayallable, and there

°
¢ ;;\

may be no 1nsuperabl ‘problems of cap1tal format1on or ava1lab1l1ty In

- ";g;f.these cases, fa1lure to\lnduce change is frequently attr1buted to a ﬂlack"

.

. ~— . . L. i

of communlcatlon.‘

4

There may, 1ndeed be a fa1lure of commun1catlon, “but one of a

d1fferent sort than is often assumed Bes1des the frequently assumed

[

' problems of fallure of the message to reach the aud1ence or to be under-

standable to 1t, we must conslder the poss1b111ty that the message 1s

'rece1vedfand understoodAbut is reJectedL ReJ ct1on.may result from ‘a

_ ) N
'lack of/d“sire for change,[or~from»the fact thaf the valuesfimplied in
. '/'x;- o ) ‘{‘ . ) . . .' : i - v' v ..,. . : o ‘
the methods are foreign to or rejected by the audience. o .
The communica&or“ according-to George Herbert Meade 'must-assume-

the att1tude of the other 1nd1v1dua1 as’ wéll as call1ng it out in the other.

3 . f : ~ . i -

The result of the communlcator S "th1nk1ng and convers1ng between h1mself
and the‘generallzed.other is a strategy based on h1s assumptlons about

- the behavior_andivalues-of h1s aud1ence7 What strategy would a poor _ o ;h

. Person deyeloﬁfif he or she had to do the Same thing? If the poor. 3

.

-t

’j“ S . - .. ‘ . o "" . Y . : . . /

\ £
. This paper 'is based on. New York Sgate Pro;ec% 370, a contr1bu¥1ng ' T, v/{'
project to' Northeast Regional Project NE-68, New York State College of - < )
‘Agriculture and Life Sc1 nces —fa'statutory unmt_of Cornell University. = . L
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: person 13 subjected to an env1ronment totally d1fferent from that of the

.~would-be communlcator wlll h1s or her 1nformat10n—proce ing trategles

matchtthe expectau1ons of the communlcator?‘ Are»there’consistent chegee. :

Y

' behavior syStemsi(valnes)'todhe found'invrural 1ife or among thé rural-

v

| popr, and do these]cause rejection~of.messeges,which_seemvperfectly

© proper ‘and attractive to the éommunicator?

P 4

\

ThisVStndy proceeds from the "assum tlon‘that‘the proper place.toL'

L
¢

a e

‘involved\-- the ‘intended audience. SR ‘ s e e T
! ! . . B : . i b's N

The'Parent Studies_: : : S T ‘ o o

. 3 N

~-The parent stﬁdy;'of which this study7is-a‘part ‘was originaIly‘

’ des1gned as part of a comprehens1ve reg1onal research effort, NE’/§4/

Paths Out of Povergy, w1th overall obJectlves of f1nd1ng out why com—

A € .
1 LY - -

v mnnlty and " governmental serv1ces had not enabled famllles to cllmb out

’,‘of 1mpover1shment, and to arr1ve at a general theoret1cal framework and

o

- oL A

\

Ty

\_audlences, a prellmxnary study was deslgned-and/c;

body of knowledge that would‘gulde the/ﬁevelopment of more exzeanve

programs.'

. To: that end, 1t was. the purpose of th1s project to determlne whether

d1screpanc1es exlst between the communlcatlon rhetor1c of 1ntervent1on

S P ‘
programs and the values and needs of the 1m overished aud1ence.

\
Following an exten51ve search of the’ llt

|-

4

,§§ture~and~an examinatiOn~
of a- varlety of Cooperatlve Exten51on publlcatl\ns from various states,

expl1c1t1y des1gned and rated as potent1ally ef ‘ct1ve with low-1ncome \ \

T
N 1

ried out in ‘,1‘970._-~ o
g

©w AN ! . 4

) P N " 1
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1nt v1ew ellc1t1ng responses to spec1f1c ideas and recommendatlons

' gleane from the,extenslon publ;catrons studles,and to the ratlonales
,underlying the recommendations; :

R . g
self 1mages. Respondents in theipreliminary study were families taking

a

part in the Vermont Farm Famlly Program. ' J

When tape. recordlngs of the 1nterv1ews were revlewed by the re-
[

»

searchers and‘by naive observefg? 1t»was~ahparent‘that wh1le good rapport

was apparently attalned, answers were conaltloned by the assumptlons

A O Ty, : A
. "bullﬁ 1nto the questlons._
*- structured s1tuatlon 1n wh1ch the respondent would be led tg talk about

i
‘ithe problems faced by the poor the1r responses to those. problems, and’

cons1derat10ns 1nvolved in g1v1ng and respondlng to adv1ce about those
f'problems;

h'

where2. Brlefly, lt 1nvol ed a loose 1n+erv1ew schedule adm1n1stered 1n'

the home to low—mncome respondents selected by & process of success1ve

. . . . \\

nom1nat1on to avo1d assoc1atlon of the.1nterv1ewer% w1th soc1al serv1ce'
. , . \

or educatlonal agencles. The 1nterv1e

were conducted;bx members of

R _'-the respondent group, and all were tape recorded. The”interview_re?.A

\

o I cord1ngs form the bas1s for th1s study

0

3 in_JhS households during ‘the summer of l97l-

.. . . 5
« N L.
< . - T . g . v . oy
e . . . L. . . . '

b M oA ’ : : T L L
L T T arwind and. Robert L. Bruce '"Paths out of Poverty: A& Pilot
R \Survey \Paper presented at Annual Conferehce ‘of American - Assoclatlon of

Agrlcultural E 1tors, Cornell Un1vers1ty, 970.

o alvette Puerta and Robert L. Bruce. Dat;\Collectlon’with‘LowaIncome-
.Respondents. Department of Education, New York State College of Agrl— o
{_culture and Life Scrences.. 36 1908 Multlgraphed

N ! v
r-l' N

A

Data were also collected on respondents’

The de0151on was then taken to dev1se a less’ o

The evol t;gn,cf the method used has been descr1bed in detall else—'

“The 1nterviews were cearried out




Theoretical Considerations | : - ST ' .

" v ’ : T o ’ . . . .

‘This study proceeds from the. assumptlon that the respon e of an
" : .

1nd1v1dual to a message depends upon hlS processing of that message..

/
1

Upoh rece1v1ng the message the 1nd1v1dﬂal rece1v1ng‘1t asslgns mean1ngs
to/1t, make- Judgments about the nature of the actlon\called for and ' P .

" makes judgm-nts ghbout the. response whlch he should make to the message.

T“e outcome af theée J dgments w1l%_be 1nfluenced by the cr1ter1a used ‘

al d by the ord T and me hod of ‘their appllcation. o - .
} : ) co
It has'been,conventionai for'studies of'communication'tomfocus on. '
ﬁhe'transmissionvand.receipt of the message and or the capacity on the . ' &,

» recipient to assign meanings to thewmessage received. ‘Comparatively."'
lessfattehtion-has'heenAgivenﬁto thevcriteria‘for,judgment.of the message
. s i . . C R
by the recipient.. It is on this latter element that this study focuses:

o

YA . S
~ Values f;A.f - I

o t B - - N A . - v N °
4 . - PN i . . . . [

Values havelbeen def1ned as; 1mportant conceptual aspects of life ;y
i conditlon considered b# the‘lnd1v1dual as. essent1a1 to his well being o

‘,"wlth 31tuat10ns devised to represent those Yalues.3g FTWe arevconcerned
w1th values as,ohservable~var1ables o% human cbnduct;‘not with:an

appraisal of various values being as better .or wrose than others nor

with the meaning and»ontoiogical statusgof.valuefas[agconcept, hq?efer,'_r"

<1 . . - . T . i .

. . .’ \‘ E . . N )
3Asahel D. Woodruff.""Concept Value Theory of Human Behav1or .
" Unpublished paper from flles of Cornell Un1vers1ty Testlng Center,, R

Undated. - ° - . S - g R S
. . ' - . ’ ' ‘ _ i : . ’ . B -\ L




e important these'problems may:be."y

as standardé that which is deSired, that which, is deSirable.

In general they have been defined

In the. context of this study, values prov1de'the criteria by which

meSSages are Judged
-ys

«. whith communications must pass.

. / R . ot

.

Hence they serve ‘as a sort of screen through

~The capacity-of the communicator-or

communicating system to predict the nature of this screen w1ll greatly

A?i affect oheir capacity to develop~effective messages.

. " - ~
~ . : . : M

The following assumpuions served as a framework‘rﬂf this study

<

) 7Ja The practicality and Imqrovisation behavidféfﬂiendencies f

o '.Jmaximizers w1th cognitive strength fostered by their poverty.

5

‘The Douglahﬁﬁoycraft and Rushing6

. "' Do . A 5
‘gwere also expected 0 prove td oe true with the non-farm -

E

...4§ o rural~poor; "Buxgl;pqop%f,WhOfllye under what.are generallf ’
"considered deprived conditions do'notlneceSSarily percéive

- . . . .

N . B ]
< . E R ’

¢ S l"Robin My Williams, Jr.,v American Society, New York: Knopf,'

o 1960 " ) . . LT .
ERTAS . 5 /- . T
T (~1 s Mohammed Douglah andf?k F. Roycraft. "Studying the Low—Income.
o Family

Juar Coop: Ext: V. (Fall 1967), 161;-170 _ o

6William;A.'Rus§ang. :"Objective and Subjectivé'Aspects of
"Deprivation inia Rural Poverty Class

269

BnnaLSnnmim 33. (1968) o

&
concluSions about farm wWox *

. . of the rural poor indicate the functioning of p{otestant .
S - ¢
QKG . ethic values._ The poor were expected to be constant C :
voeh o . - ’ / s, -
! ~

Sy




\ o A" e L
) A\ \\‘ . /:
. ) a ~// : . ‘ : ’ :}y - N N . ‘ ) » -. 6 -
v

ithemselves as belng depr1ved nor do they perce1ve other oo

- T famllles in the communlty as belng deprlved R Rush1ng
suggests that 1t 1s perhaps agalnst rural peoples values
l to admlt condltlons of poverty, or. that present cr1ter1a
. 7-used for dlfferentlatlng h1gh and lqw soc1al econom1c rN
, L L agroups ate not appllcaple to rural areas." "
R c;,_The.valueiframework,of‘thewcommunicator,andwruralxpoorL -
B IE\“ - respondent may dlffer, though not necessarlly to the degree.;/"‘”
'. ) : ) r / '. ‘ve . y‘
. that it would hamper the recelving of messages.' Thﬁ values - F .
’ hof the rece1ver mlght however hamper ach1evement of the
’ purpose of. the message whlch is to promote change. Th1s;¢ ¢
’-w”may be true’ because (l) the action called for may be-con- ”.f : A
'E'trary to the values of the audlence, (26 the promlsed results- I 2//
‘ of the actlon may be contrary to the values of the audlence, "h. JQ o /a ‘
\ or.(3),the promised_results of the action'may‘have-no_value “,7. ' ',/ p
Cto the sudience. . oo
K ff- S ”'/d. The value d1f1erences might &lso affect communlcatlon strategy
. - _ % ' Bl o
. . preferences,-both from communlcator to-respondent.and'vlceA ,«',\ Ty
4 ST : : ) - '\ ;. 7:.7: ’ : ' bl c- . - : "" '
S VA — Véxbu'-', - — - : SR T . S \
. - . . oo ! “3\"\--"‘ . c ) ot ' ) K
} . >
, . : ‘ Methodological Considerations . o P N
o ,‘ - . E - . T . '.\ N - ‘ . o ' " o PR ) ' V v .
R . - ) . \.\ 7 ) . . B L R f\ . » . e _. ,'
[ . - s, LN 4 . - -
»_;) L Accordlng to Solo on7 ch01we behavlor seems to be the best. available
. . \ : . _‘ / . . v R " v - . .
' indicatorqu.values: e T ’ oo T
C 7Darwln D Solomon. "Value Factors in Migration' Rural Resldenoev ' .
e Values Associated with Rural to Urbsan Migratlon Unpubllshed Ph.D - ‘
' -'i'the31s, Cornell Unzversity, 1957 BN : i _ ;., .
: . . v I i . . . A -
o o o ' —J' . - '
9 R
| -’ R




N puts his thoughts into words.

™~/

| oL W /
- o -
. . . o i o
R -# : S _ [ : ) '

_”_

: | , N
‘1, Cho1ce self behav1or (what I do - how I resolve thls problem)
AN

ST ) /

" 2. Choice other behavlor (wha 'he_does - how,she'handles her

L . -problem) \ : ’ [ : L v
o I f S .
. 73, 'Verballie 1deal other cholce;behav1or (what she should do -
adv1ce)' g S ;fq‘ ~ S
‘ .4, What is essent1al for my. weyl belng (my ch01ce behav1or -
y . v \\ . %f _ . T
.. . what T should do, etc.) TSl

5. Justification foa‘behavior '(why I do it) ‘

PR i . ~
7 | . ~

Probably the msst valld method of observ1ng and recordlng ch01ce

e

v -béhaviOr 1s*through part1c1pant observatlonaover long;perlods of time
. . /. . )

in wh1ch the target of ‘the observat1on has ample opportunlty t
' (- v o
ch01ces and to express Judgments of the actual ch01c s of others.'

Since
this luxury 1s not often present, 1t is- usually nece sary to e11c1t :

cho1ces more d1rectly through 1nterV1ews or other ar 1f1c1al techn1ques.

V
.

;Where d1rect observatlon of natural behav1or cannot‘be achaeved

lphowever, 1t is st1ll des1rable/'so far as poss1ble to g1ve the re—'
L. . Lt v
‘spondents max1mum opportunlty to def1ne the s1tuat10ns and to mentlon N
spontaneously_whatlbehaviors they;belleve to be r1ght 1n thnse e}rcum—
‘stahcés.’ - . _ LT ' S T 3
) : o ’ ' ‘ I
— \ )

i

] "(Man) glves ev1dence of h1s needs or values whenever he- spontaneously

fThere 1s) a tendenpy for a person to -

o \thlnk about what 1s related to his own needs and values, and to preserve

b N ) .
Any study on,VPlueS’ls best -

\\ h1s world 1n terms/of those velues. 3

eved;when the respondent-has freedom~to evaluate and'proposegyhe

'exeroise-

"y




any infiltrhtion, suggéstion,:or direction from'the_interviewer.

a

-

”: rudlmentary.

o T et o . . L -

.problem-situatien, preférential behavior,rand-the circumstances, without

:I':'

9

. '

’ these views‘of the nature of valnes\and the ways in ﬁhich'they

'ran best be 1dent1f1ed had,_een~con 1rmed by the earller experlence of

the 1nvestlgator%o Th1s experlence led to the use of a’ very loosely .

structured Lpen~ended 1nterv1ew in whlch the 1nterv;ewee was presented,-
4,
- v 4 ) L4

not wlth a questlon about values, but w1th a sltuqmlon to wh1ch he or

she could react == the vaIue orlentatlons were derlved'from analysxs.of;f.

v, - v - o
%heireaCtidnito the situetion\ Sl = R

v

*

s 11
» "~ Earlier experlence
, . \

\

)

' or her responses, and those whlch had for some reason pro en to be )

A few further 1nterV1ews Were lost due: to cassette damage

i

: , L Y
An an earller transcrlptlon, leav1ng a total of 118 for ana&(sls.

. ,‘ . R A N
I \ R Y e
- Solpmpn,”og.cit; S U
. /' s : - ) N ’ . ) ,‘:ﬂ‘ o ‘ - | @ ~<' E . ’
a loBarw1ndand Bruce, op. c1t. -0 \ v '
T~ - N

} llBar#ind‘and Brudé, oé;cit.*' . ’f' . r_"v ;,g;'

“hadfindicated that int rviewees'did'ndtﬁeppearir

]




_« what could be expected A research ass1stant revlewed each 1nterv1ew ”; ’(

Four of the 1nterv1ews vere selected 1nitially for deta1led analyS1s.

S 4

These Wwere chosen ;more’ or less at random to prov1de aﬁ in1tial vlew of
several t1mes, not1ng all statements that could be 1nterprete?: -as_expres-

Al

smons of values. The statements were revlewed and tentat1ve class1f1—,“;
‘cat1ons were der1ved to serve as é rough gu1de to furtherkclass1f1catLon..
PN R ‘ )_J } R : Do ,v""“"'.
Us1ng the tentat1ve l1stﬁn And'class;flcation;ofuvalue statements
as a gulde, the remainlng ;ntérvlewsvwere rev1ewed b; three research

' ass1stants. Freguent conﬁe;ences were held among the rev1ewe s and the h.

< . . 4
° PR &

_ author to check for and resslve dlfferences 1n'handl1ng partlcul_m 1tems N
'and to revlse the categorles to. better accommodate the data. The vélue
,’\ A 4 ;

‘

In add1t1on 0 creat1ng new value categorles and rev151ng value ‘ '

7 \‘

t1tles,_1€ was n cessary to add negatlve values. These were used where‘

» . . ) |

the expre351on was spec1f1cally negatlve rather than belng merely an
“ \ ’ . ) X A k. 1 : l
.absencekof a-p951t1velvalue. T v R

An add1tlonal llst of values was crea+ed where two. or more\gn the

"
& -

oy

or1g1nal l1st seemed to be log1cally related and>capable of treat ent aSg h\\'k

]\ ’ : . - i L.

(;

a.sxngle value. ,
) "/ . . N . o ~ 1 - '] .
tLL Ay T . . o 1 3
i w *5“ 4 ‘ . P
,///5‘. . - \ ~\,‘ "t
Lae B
§ z\ . ’ -
A o A total of 35 pos1t1ve values and »7 negative values were moted. T
S : \\ . \ : B .
. (In add1t1on, 12 comblnaﬁlons of two or mohe - p051t1ve or nega ive values"

{ s
were formed and treated‘as values 1n the1r own r1ght. The flnal list :
\of values and the number and proportlon of 1nterv1ews in. wh1ch each was
. . kN _;, . : . ‘ . ) ) ,- . . : * .
- identified 1s_Shown.in Table”l. : f R o ?. o o

.




e T - 10 = |
3 b EEA o -‘j ' Table 1. Values Identlfled in Intenv1ew Responses.
- s . llB Low—Income Households, Yates Co., N Y

‘» e
e .

: L IR o . . Frequencyfmentionea'at';'
Positive Values . T s . least. once in interview

Ll

?%wfkﬂvjm_lulg__amilx;as an emotlonal unlt . N ; C 68 - 57.6

fﬁ-": S1.2. Famlly as a legal wit . - o fffi;_,lf-ssfe : _2941”e__ewnsy-
fﬁi _ “,/l 3 “Famlly a% a Demographlc unlt o LR / .50 -, ,' '“hz h ’ 5"
5 S A : : . . v ) \

ev L / ~.~. . . . v . ) . - / ) R P~ . - . .

X ] 39 PR ‘33-1
”,'212_ Cleanllness~as a v;rtue SE e e . s . la.g
3.1 thrift asvan_eﬁd ip]itae'f s T e . 83.9
3.2 Thrift as s I%éaf.t,s of safety "] o . 39.0

% -
2. 1 ‘Feels good to be clean \

3}3 ervanced planni g'for futuretneeds Y . 119 ' 66.9
._'&‘ ‘ : ' ’ o ‘1 ’

”fh l\ Status malnten nce - Acceptance by peers o F 38 - \\3242-
R 2 Status elevatlon "-__ SR ' " 3.0 2602

'?”*’“l3v Acceptance as Person . N T O T ,
‘~ S AP V ' ' -l ’l b 1S L ! | . - ‘
‘;iﬂSal Meetlng obllgatlons and expectatlons of others o k8 - -._?hO;T{

f?' ¥ VV Self Dlsclpllne , e .; e : %'&‘Hé _ | {55’6rt' e

G fév 5% 3 Malntalnlng order in famlly or home B :"\ | 62 f"‘. 52;§i)’

- . 5. h Prov1d1ng for famlly ' Co o N i5'”? . b .li¥9..

i . - 3 ) I
._‘_.'o i*.Tendency to be. hopeful . C N tff"V’p." . {111; )

; ’i}up ; 6. 2" “Not g1v1ng up - o T e N £° o
. o /o s . . S P .
I &7 1% Materlal qomforﬁ' : . o L S . 50 ) -

Q . . . . B |
T, 2. Pcsse551ons as status . S B .

© T3 Compensatlon - I deserve 1t // BT - w5

| 6.1 Hédltnh as stéte of being o N 39 ez .
o 8.2, Fac1l1tators of good health T T T - 636 N
) 8.3 Avond poor health - st . \\\\ 37 - 31.4 I

. 9 l Care of property or belonglngs ' : ‘.ép39. . ;, ‘,33£} ’
9 2 Prlde in bélonglngﬁm S oL - - ~':" 55\\\\\, ; 2h.6 .

- .‘S—.
P

10.1 Acceptance of aid. o, S /
10.2; Independence' j3‘ e
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‘Table\l. Values Idegq:fiei An Interview Responses '

S13a
Ik

15.1
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.2
b.3°

6.2

Conformity to sex role -
Birth control. .
-Education

Work Ethic

ct

R ll@ Low-Income Households, Yates Co., N.Y.
.\ 5 nt;nued) s «
‘ L v S N . Frequency;mentioned at
Positive Values . =~ ' - a. SR 7~\f\“*~«x; - least once in §.terview .
| ' o _ n T | Mo, &
iltl‘ Secu;ity:—-'Things'fqu.can‘rel§ on ¢ \JL \ 18 vkg,lﬁ;ﬁ,‘
'12.1 Physical Appearance -- good grooming - ; 7 7 41 S 3h.T
. o - ! K - o ) .o , . 3 ﬁ:ﬁ..‘ . o~ .
. 12.2 Outward Bshavior -- publiec conduct Tl . 39 '33.1
yard Deh = put _ ! - | |

16,9
R

29,7

. . . 'l '.‘ . ,‘
1T.1 Currency--keeping up with what is going on 18 & 15.3
A : - » Erequency:mentionéd at
'Negative'Values' . 1egst once in'interview o
Chal e el No, 3

1.2
1.3

2.1
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6.1
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\Family'a; légél'unit:‘ ‘ S

. Famiily as‘Demographic unit . - s

' Cleanliness feelings .
Stétus maintenance
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Table 1. 'Vaiues~Ident1f1ed in Interview ReSponses )
118 Low-Income Households, Yates Co., N.Y. '
(Cbntlnued) : v -
i N o ) . o S Frequency mentioned at
© Ne;stive Values DR, L .. _least once in interview
. 71\ , \ No. &
© 92.1 Physical ébpearapce, N - AT i. A1 ]
'12.2  Public conduct '\" . 1 .
- N / . N .
. o o } o e
Sex role conformity : [ 1 .8
Birth control L B 2.5
Work ethic - .. 1 .8
H s ?
Velue Cofbinations . .« - | Y. & .
ANY Fanily values I S 93 © 78.8 .
PR ‘ - v . . . N . ) ‘ ’ -
- ANY Thnlft values ‘. o ' 117" ;//;‘amyﬁi/ff/
‘“Tﬁfift as means of- safety or- advanced plannlng for.'T’*ﬂ§§# ’ - 80.5 -~
- future, o ) . 1. - ) -
Thrlff as an end in 1tself or care of pronerty ] 101 . 8546 ]
. ‘Statué méinbenaﬁce,'gimstapué ‘elevation . . ~ |52 L
' Status meintenance, and odtward behavior - 12 '1Q%2.
EE _ —“—.. o ﬁ E v
ANY Respon51b111ty values - o ' 92 78.0
Malntalnlng order in family or home, or famlly as . 80 67.8 . _
~legal wit 7 ‘ S
ANY Optimism valués“ L L o oo 80 " 67.8
. ANY Health vdlues . - o 9.7
_Negative‘accepthnce of aid, or independence ' 54 45,8
Outward behavioér, or self discipline | O 1 60 . .50.8
i ; .

— ]
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/“ \“‘ N . . : . . R .
y ﬁ' , It 1s not Eurpjlslng that values concernlng thrlft necelve frequent
ment1on from these low—1ncome respondents, since both the c1rcumstances
‘{* ‘ of thelr llves and<the context of the study woqu be llkely to re1nforce
. /

concerns in that area. ‘Only‘one respondent of the.118 farled to mention

me value in thevthrift area;’andhsuch values were identified 500 times
:,,in»the llB\;nterviewsi Thrift as‘an end in‘itself received 265 mentions

1n 99 1nterv1ews, and a value on planning/agalnst/future needs was

e expressed 153 t1mes in 79 1nterv1ews. Elther thrlft as a means of safety ,

'or plannlng for:the future was expressed by 95 respondents, and lOl
1¢

o v c1ted e1ther thr1ft as an end in 1tself or respon31ble care of property
.. {EkdeEHﬁggffﬁf%ii::“_—”‘ S ) . )
/ . :. B ) - . } . . _“;/v‘ ,, . '

‘. ’-///////////ﬁznety-three of the 1nterv1ews revealed a value on one or ‘more of
S i

the three "famlly" 1tems, 94 1né§uded»value SUatements related to health,

and 92 place a value on one or more aspects of respon31b111ty.~\
: N . . N R CR . :
, ' . . . ‘/”

- - P . o Lad

In'marked contraSt to thevabove values,'all of wh1ch-are.generally

¥
4

R acc pted as belng 1mpeccably m1ddle—class$ 1s the stress on maklng use

of-ayallable'resources or a1d.. Elghty f1ve of the respondents made

- . ) 2 ne

:vstatements 1nd1cat1ng a. pos1t1ve value on th1s po1nt and 1t was ment1oned
. l9h t1mes. Th1s ‘value also rece1ved the largest number of negat1ve :

mentions,'being mentioned adversely 2l t1mes in 19 interv1ews.

-
[

o Somewhat lower on the scale come the 1tems deallng w1th status in

[

[ S

. the eyes of peers or of “the world Even comb1n1ng these two 1tems‘y1elds

. % v
R /’;N\vfggtlons in only 52 1nterv1ews. Personal appearance and conform1ty in
, — , s

' public conduct'also receivefmoderately low p051t1on as do*health and

v . <. 1

. . cleanliness items. .- v e




. "'-': ' pos1t1v‘ values, (& and 5, respect1vely)

e

| “ -~ DIscussioN . . . . N

. ot . |
- . . . ‘i“

ratlon of these l1m1ted~f1nd1ngs should be g1ven ‘with . '?3;’

1n m1nd the l1m1tat1ons of the methodology 1%volved. : 'h- ;l T
_s of data were not selected randomly and hence cannot

be ta en/asreprese‘tatlve‘of the range even of the low-1ncome populatlon

of va es County, much less low—1ncome people in general Second the

- .df' < 1nter 1ews used as the bas1s for the analys1s, wh1le relatlvely un— ) ,"

/
.~ B
N -

-strucFured were nonetheless about the\problems of fow—1ncome people
. \\¥

~.

\an\ 4nev1tably had an economic blas. No attempt vas made to explore Ce
B ~"( systemat\cally the whole range of congce rns of the respondents. ;

/0 e

3 In spite'of=these cautions; these 'ta'hawe'real value. They are'
S . ' A . ’

f ’ ‘to uestions- blased by preconceptlons. “Within the llmlts c1ted abcve,

a
o

are Spontanequs. They represent real concerns as felt by the real . S

L o Y

/ : pedple‘who have them. Further the process of éhccess1ve nom1nat1on by

p“or who often do not appear on the agency rosters from wh1ch more . : e

iy,

T . : -
‘ o N ) ’ ® o

What“do they tell us? The domlnant p1ctpre conveyed (and\re1nforced

%nc1dentally, by the 1nterv1ews as .a whole) is' one of reallsm.~ Thr%iéj '

fis a necessary va;”*gas ani&nd in’ 1tself and as defense agalnst -an




s ' -' s | RN
| . ‘A‘blﬁf‘ B
uncertaln and rlsky future. Property must be cared for but is not llkely

A to be a source of pr1de or status. Ma1nta1n1ng;g00d health.and meet1ng

social and family obligatlons_can alsovbe ways of coping,

There is apparently llttle room for pr1de.‘ While some are amhivalent

about dependency, it is seen as proper to make use of resources wh1ch are

avallable for that purpose. Appearance——elther of self or of conduct——

Lot

get relat1ve1y few mentions, and belng regarded as an equal gets even fewer. '

V-

Several of the less frequently mentloned values deserve further

W p

comment, Noth;ng\1n,the\i:terv1ews was even per1pherally structured to

‘elicit responses concerning sex role conflicts, educatlon, or staylng . N

i

current. Yet each of these concerns was apparently 1mportant enough to bé

-~

ment1oned in almost a f1f h of the 1nterv1ews. Indeed one 1nterv1ew ,if _ : o

.‘containsﬁa'discussion (vy a woman} of the\gelation betWeen sex;role expec-

t%%ions'and altoholism in mén that would do credit to a professional in

” R

* the fiéld. ‘ I SR VU

- b
. : s

Wlth respect to communlcatlohs d1rected at. the poor there would seem
PR

'to be a clear 1mp11cat10n that emphqsls on thr1ft and rlsk reductlon would-?

-~1

I

. be persuas1ve and thatufa1lure to rate favorably on those values would R
probably destroy cred1b111ty.? Appeals to status and prlde of self or, of

. ‘3 L <
possess1ons are ‘not. l1kely to be persuas1ve in. and of themselves.
-8 e, . .

LT H _ .7 . D 1
It may ‘be more 1mportant ﬂ? note the realism of'the value,structure. .

' -
«

: %= "In a, culture that treats poverty as somethlng vaguely shameful to he dealt.: -

) ,w1th euphemlstlcally, if at ali; 1t is common to approach the’ subJect only
. 1nd1rectly. These dﬁ%a suggest that the poor would tolerate, and m1ght re-
. c!

approaches which are motre 1n tune with the reallty in wh1ch they llve.

v
' . ~ . . . . N
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. APPENDIX I
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS - ya '{‘ : o
o /’ . O . : ot
The 1nterv1ew schedule used 1n thls study 1s too long for easy repro- )
duction. The serlesfwhlch follows wlll gﬁve the flavor of the 1nterv1ews. \ T
N _ o - /t i 24
. . . \\; ’ . K . o \. ‘.- . :
) ' ) B . \ o . . ' t ‘4'{‘-—.» j Y Lo
© Now, think of the poorest family you Know, the one that's been h&vihgf?;} T
the hardest time. Don't fell me thefn e-—JﬁStlth‘uk of it in your mind. .
We are go1ng to be talk1ng about adv1ce to them now. v )
What ‘are the three blggest problems the mother has in that famlly° : . . \‘
' Wh1ch one of these have you had some experlence w1th that can help o
her9 . ' ) . 4 . )
<, . How would you help “her work out thls problem? . \
What kind of adv1ce would you g1ve the mother on the best way to T
handle it? : i t
i If she asks you why that's the best az, what would" you tell her?
ﬁ i.‘
What if she asks why? What should- I tell herv G \
. ‘/ . . | -
/ .
What would you tell her~1s the worft way to’ handle 1t° ’ ’
. ¢
Why i$ that the worst g;y’ ‘ / N :
. . Y
3 R - . i‘; - e .
’ CE ; e i ”2" 4 ' ) N
Whlch advice (of the ones you've given her’ to help her)_isjthe most S fu
1mgortant for her to Anow? D . s T .
Wby would you say that? L *7f . f[».' o o {»j

. How' would -you go about meet1ng ér and ge%tlng her to l1ste' to you. S e

'h; Would you change if someone ekpla1ned 1t to you l1ke that?

- What wouldn‘t you say “to her?‘ Whet are ‘'sbme things you Qefinitely

. . /
. . /

(Gettlng her to change.) What/ ould you say to her? Wha¢ dould she .. =
say to- you? e . . ‘ S N

.

i
i . L -
T e \\ . &

would not say to her?

T4 "
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‘ ‘! ‘ i 7 . - l'
] ) 1T
} S Interview'Questions L o ' S S, e
If she wanted to do it her way “and you were trying to help her ={e) you
' have to! change her mind about- the way she's doing it. . . ‘Row ‘would _ .y
.. you go about it? - Hhat_would you tell her? What would she say to you? |
1 s . o : N . Lo o ‘) : o . i
: ) ‘
. . . ) . . ) “ ’ ‘)
’ ) - . On Buylng Food . , : . ;
N Lia'.‘. . a.. What. are the most 1mportant things you'd want to. know about?
' . , Why has that been 1mportant to know? : j‘ _
And’ 1f YOu can't get that—-then what? o f o . -
Who, where or what would glve you the 1nformat10n?
Who else? ;'tf. or what else? = - S f(g .
| < _ 5
oy j S . . )
| ) “ o -
. ] . f
. ‘ Y ' 3 :
N P
- b . \I
' X
\ ! va.. i';;.: .
Y W .
&
. . R | { .
. s o ) i ¥
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